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State v. James.

“chattel,A dates is a but not aprinted writinglist of names and containing
debt,”evidence of within the definition of the sub-any existing statutory

ofjects larceny.
Its as of market To hovalue, a is its value. ofstatutory subject larceny,

dollars, ittwentythe market value of must be of sold forcapable being
that sum at a sale.conductedfairly

of names and dates.Indictment, for of a list Tlielarceny printed
to a and the datespersons named were subscribers werenewspaper,

the to had The owner made his account-periods upwhich they paid.
books from list once a month.this

for theSolicitor, state.

for theMarston, respondent.

Bingham, J. The were,reserved whether the listquestions was a
evidence of an s.writing containing debt, 3, 260,within c.existing

St.;Gen. whether, if it was not such a it was awriting, chattel
section;within said if chattel,and such a whether evidence was ad-

missible to it worth toprove dollars,the owner twenty toalthough
itothers was of no value.

1812,The statute of December, material,so far as was the same
260,as s. c. of8, the Gen. St. In v. 2 N.Fisk,Blanchard H. 398,

400, it inheld, that,was the act of toconstruing 1812, make the
taking of a offile bills it must contain evidence oflarceny, unsatis-
fied debts, or contracts, covenants, orsubsisting or ofpromises, the
discharge, or satisfactionpayment, of such debts.

Was the list a of anwriting evidencecontaining existing debt,
within said section ?three It contains no evidence of a contract,

orpromise, covenant subscribed. If itevidence, must be as a book
accounts;of abut, accounts,as book of it is in allwanting nearly

the elements required the rule to itby make evidence. v.Cummings
;13 N. H. 420 v.Nichols, Sioain 41 N. H.Cheney, 235.

It 2was a on note;chattel. Russell Crimes and Bl.69, 75, 4 Com.
234; cited;Blanchard v. Fisk, Paynebefore v. The People, 6

103; Ev., 153;Johns. 3 Greenl. Mead,s. Rex v. 4 P. 535;C. &
v. 9 & P.Morris, C.Regina 347.

Its value aas ofstatutory ;is itssubject market valuelarceny and
evidence that it is worth dollars itstwenty owner,to and worth noth-
ing to doesanybody else, not show its market value to be twenty
dollars. To ofbe the market value of itdollars, must betwenty capa-
ble of thatbeing sold for sum at a conductedfairly sale, a sale,—at
conducted with reasonable care and in todiligence respect time, place,
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price.the highestofcircumstances, obtainingand for the purpose
; v. Good­; Ladd, id. 110­ Statev. N. H. State v.State,Locke 32 106­

H. 481.51 N.rich, ; Strafford,H. v.46 N. Cocheco186­

discharged.Case

a.Railroada. v. & MaineMorrill Boston &&

8,c. to1867,ofLawsan authorized bya bill in forUpon injunction,equity
“ roads,theofearningscertainof railroads from pooling”restrain directors

corporatethebythe directorsit to the election ofproveis not necessary
that hedefendants,the in a deposition,The oftestimonyrecords. of one

director,is an is evidence.acting competent
thewhererequireda an notNotice to defendant to isproduce original paper

withhe is chargedthatnature of the is such as to him noticegiveaction
ifofferedwill bethe the and that evidencepaper,ofpossession secondary

he does not it.produce
ofmattera trial is aThe reasonableness of a notice to a atproduce paper

be at trialfact to determined the term.

Equity Boston &in in H. theBill 55 N. 531), against(reported
directors, for anthe and theirRailroad, Railroad,Maine Eastern

tocontract, allegedto the out adirectorsinjunction prevent carrying
“ roads, inof thehave been made them earningsfor certainby pooling”

1867,of c.the 8).violation of statute of railroad monopolies (Laws
theconcerningAt trial in court,the the circuit were raisedquestions

of evidence.competency
Stevens, oneto of ofThe offered theplaintiffs by depositionprove

& Railroad.defendants,the that he a director of the Mainewas Boston
thein the for by plain-The written contract set calledbeingbillup

not to provetiffs and the the offeredproduced by defendants, plaintiffs
byits terms made thebyexistence and evidence of oral declarations

ofdirectors the continuance the contract.during
to produce,The on the defendants noticeplaintiffs, Saturday, gave

next a in the defendants’Monday, pos-on the certain written report
; and itsession not the offeredbeing plaintiffsonproduced Monday,

evidence of its contents.secondary

andTowle, Leavitt, for theFrink, plaintiffs.

forHatch, the defendants.

Allen, J. The seek forplaintiffs an to aprevent prac-injunction
“(total ortical consolidation of rival and lines” ofpartial) competing


